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improperly determined that named defendant was entitled to portion of settlement
funds because named defendant failed to comply with certain provision in his
provider agreement, and because authorization form provided by named defendant
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dant had exhausted chiropractic benefit under health plan, § 2.03.12 (b) in pro-
vider agreement required named defendant to provide other defendant with
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visit prior to treatment; reviewability of claim that authorization form violated
certain statutory provisions ([Rev. to 2011] §§ 36a-573 and 42-150aa [b]); failure
to brief claim adequately; claim that authorization form was illegal and against
public policy because it violated § 20-7f (b).
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